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granted that a State-warrant can justify what without it
would he unjustifiable. We must take leave to question
this. If it be held that an Act of Parliament can make
murder proper, or can give rectitude to robbery, it may
be consistently held that it can sanctify a breach of con-
tract; but not otherwise. We are not about to enter
upon the vexed question of the standard of right and
wrong; and to inquire whether it is the function of a gov
ernment to make rules of conduct, or simply to enforce rules
deducible from the laws of social life. We are content,
for the occasion, to adopt the expediency-hypothesis; and
adopting it, must yet contend, that, rightly interpreted, it
gives no countenance to this supposed power of a Gov-
ernment to alter the limits of an equitable contract against
the wishes of some of the contracting parties. For, as
understood by its teachers and their chief disciples, the
doctrine of expediency is not a doctrine implying that
each particular act is to be determined by the particular
consequences that may be expected to flow from it; but
that the general consequences of entire classes of acts hay-
ing been ascertained by induction from experience, rules
shall be framed for the regulation of such classes of acts,
and each rule shall be uniformly applied to every act com-
ing under it. Our whole administration of justice pro-
ceeds on this principle of invariably enforcing an ordained
course, regardless of special results. Were immediate
consequences to be considered, the verdict gained by the
rich creditor against the poor debtor would generally be
reversed; for the starvation of the last is a much greater
evil than the inconvenience of the first. Most thefts aris-
ing from distress would go unpunished; a great portion
of men's wills would be cancelled; many of the wealthy
would be dispossessed of their fortunes.

But it is clearly seen, that were judges thus guided by
proximate evils and benefits, the ultimate result would be